and we know other couples who pursue careers in different areas of science, or where one half makes the money which softens the rigours of academic life for the other.
JA: Any partnership, whether it's purely scientifi c or personal as well, depends on appreciating and respecting the particular strengths and quirks of the other half. I think that Ol and I have been fortunate in complementing each other in many ways: I tend sometimes to come up with slightly wild ideas, often linking our fi ndings to a slightly different area (I'm a bit of a 'lumper' rather than a 'splitter'), and Ol often 'grounds' my ideas, selecting the good ones and working through the implications and logistics (he is really still a physicist at heart). But there have been challenges and struggles in our careers, not with each other but with working together in the system -and supporting each other through those times will always be important, not to mention, particularly for me, support from our families. But universities are coming to recognize that many advances in science arise from collaborations, particularly pairs who are partners both in and outside the lab, and these collaborative pairs can be 'more than the sum of the parts'.
What do you see as the future of research in visual development? OB: Well, most areas of science have advanced through advances in techniques and instruments, but I don't think we have yet seen technology that has had revolutionary effects in the study of human brain development. A lot of ideas have been inspired by functional brain imaging, and by new techniques in molecular biology, genetics and epigenetics, usually in animal developmental neurobiology, but so far only very few of these have been easily applicable to human infant research. We are getting increasingly good structural imaging evidence on human development, which for instance we have been able to exploit in looking at individual differences in children's motion processing. A lot of people see genetic analysis as a key to unpicking behavioural and brain development -I think that's an exciting possibility but still largely an unproven route for human brain development… JA: …although using brain imaging alongside genetic analysis is just starting to happen, and there are a few labs starting to produce fMRI data from young children and even infants, with interesting results. I don't think it has yet been a priority in brain imaging to develop the technology so that it is child-friendly -I have faith that there could be real progress if the MRI experts took that requirement really seriously and produced magnets that worked well for infants sitting semiupright on a parent's lap and software that can compensate for the child's movement, and keeping each test session to 10 minutes or so. These requirements may be a tall order.
And there are many other big questions in research on visual development: 'how can we effectively treat visual disorders to give every child a good quality of life?'; 'how can we adapt educational programmes for these children (who often have other disorders as well as visual)?; 'what is the basis and extent of visual brain plasticity'?
But, looking at the bigger picture, I think that the future of research on visual development is an acceptance of the fact that one person, or even two, cannot be experts in every area that is needed for good research. We need collaborative, interdisciplinary teams, possibly in different universities and different countries, but similar to the teams we have built up in our Visual Development Units, with neuroscientists, psychologists, computer scientists/engineers, clinicians and educationalists and good support staff -working together, each providing different expertise and often different perspectives on specifi c research questions. These teams need insightful, enthusiastic and supportive leaders who don't just write papers and go to conferences, but spend at least some of their time at the 'coal face' (well actually, the 'baby face' in our case ! ), testing infants and children themselves -supporting their research team in teaching by example. In this book, Levine explores the nature of human identity, and particularly our concept of ourselves as a unifi ed entity. He sets out to support the main thesis of his booknamely that the self as we understand it is a mere illusion -an image we conjure to perceive ourselves as continuous existences. To prove this point, Levine explores human nature on virtually all possible levels, from our genetic basis all the way up to identity as a social construct. In doing so, he unleashes a great scope of interesting facts upon his readers to show the multitudes of identities that make up a single person. He starts by questioning the nature of our self concept as it is expressed by commonly used phrases such as 'I just wasn't myself that day'. He then goes on to show how fragile our perception of ourselves is, how we can easily be led to incorporate artifi cial limbs into our body image, how patients can exclude parts of their body from their self-concept, or may not even be able to recognize themselves in the mirror.
On the highest level, he argues that much of what we perceive as our personality -the behaviours we show, the choices we makedepends so much on the situation we are in, the people we are with, that we cannot conceive of a person's identity as one stable concept. Rather, each person contains a great number of potential identities, and which one emerges at a given time depends mostly on external factors. And this, according to Levine, is the key to selfimprovement.
Popular literature is full of guides to self-help, self-improvement and self-discovery. But if it is true that we
Book review

Current Biology
Magazine
Current Biology 27, R243-R258, April 3, 2017 R249 don't have a self at all, a multitude of selves at best, should we give up on trying to change? After all, one of our selves can commit to doing something productive, only for another to take over and do the opposite. So how should the realization that we are not one, but many, affect our own life? At a fi rst glance, any concept of ourselves as agents in control of what we do appears delusional. With uncountable versions of ourselves, what we do at any given moment is driven more by external factors than our own will. Control then becomes limited to the role of what Levine calls 'the editor'. We -whatever the defi nition of that we -can merely decide how to engage the troupe of agents to do our bidding as well as possible. Yet, according to Levine, it is this diverse nature of our existence that makes us open to change.
The book includes an autobiographically inspired passage about how we tend to ignore our future self when making decisions about our actions in the present. Why do we not learn from experience that procrastination only gets ourselves into future trouble? Why do we commit to something only to regret it later on, even 'hate ourselves' for having made the commitment? What is more, we can show this same pattern of behaviour again and again, seemingly unable to learn from our mistakes. Or rather, as Levine puts it, disregarding the welfare of our future selves as if it was not us who would have to endure the consequences of our rash decisions. Levine points out that when dealing with our future selves, we show greater ignorance of our likely behaviour, and greater disregard of our future self's welfare, than when we are dealing with other people. As a consequence, he recommends that when we want to break a bad habit or commit to doing something positive, we need to take an outsider's perspective on the multitude of people we are dealing with. The self that makes rational decisions, such as healthy lifestyle choices, may not be the self that dominates our decisionmaking when the time comes.
The solution to this problem is, according to Levine, to look at these selves as though they really were someone else. To set up extrinsic rewards and punishments for our own behavior, recognizing the futility of relying on strength of will. Levine even goes beyond the externalization of control in conjuring up what he calls 'heroes in waiting' -he suggests we should fi gure out which of our many selves we think worthy of strengthening or even to imagine new selves that are not yet part of our repertoire. The emergence of these qualities should then depend on situational aspects: it is up to us to seek out or create situations that set the stage for these positive agents.
This recommendation for selfimprovement appears as romantic as it is unspecifi c. The argument clearly depends on a fair amount of personal critical introspection and careful planning. Unfortunately, this is also the point at which the author appears to have run out of autobiographical anecdotes. What can make these ideas hard to grasp is the unclear defi nition of the editorial role that needs to be fi lled. It is puzzling, and almost dualistic, to imagine one self that takes editorial infl uence over all others. Nevertheless, the changepromoting ideas put forward in the fi nal chapter of this book at the very least may help the reader to break with vicious cycles of selfcontrol failure and self-reproach. It encourages to focus on the resources we have to deal with future diffi culties, rather than pondering on our lack of willpower.
The author argues that we are a collection of many different parts which can be quite unrelated to each other. So, at times, is his book. We don't need knowledge about the maternal lineage of mitochondrial DNA to understand why we behave differently at work than at home. But while the transition from chapter to chapter can be a bit jumpy, this also makes the book an interesting read. Without the need for prior knowledge, the reader gains an insight into biology, psychology, neuroscience and other scientifi c fi elds. And whether we are reading about genetics or cultural studies, as the subject of these excurses is always the very nature of humankind, it does not get boring.
When moving through the chapters, one has to keep in mind that the book is directed at a wide group of readers. To a psychologist or a neurologist, the passages about split brain patients or the problem of dualism may seem a bit superfi cial and offer little new insight. Likely, experts in biology may feel the same about the passages on epigenetics. However, the author offers interesting anecdotes mixed with scientifi c basics, and leaves the reader with a broad range of fascinating knowledge. His descriptions of stunning similarities between twins raised apart clearly show his excitement about these discoveries and make it easy for the reader to get excited about them as well. Along this journey, the reader even picks up a little knowledge about how to draw portraits and about classic literature.
Into this recipe of biology, psychology and philosophy, he adds a fair amount of autobiographical refl ections. As is often the case with such anecdotes, they balance a fi ne line between critical introspection and a drift towards egotism. But all-in-all, they help clarify his theories, give the book a very personal note, and make it relatable to the reader. In conclusion, this book offers a varied range of fascinating information and opens up a refreshing new perspective on how we can think about our own identity.
